I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the“*“NPRM?”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so—~ and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to foliow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
‘requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
‘service is contrary to the public interest.

% We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viclate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory hoard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who rasist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govermnment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turm every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air fime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewsl system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chrigtian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chailenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wouid force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We/urge the FCC n adopt rules, praocedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemeaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
propesals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

() The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Refigious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouid intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewa! system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
*NPRM", released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC ruies, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so - and musi not be adopted,

N The FCC must not force radio stations, especnally rellglous broadcaslers, to take advice fror
people whe do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than atlowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. . The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tme. Proposed public access recuirements would do so — even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revetation of specific editorial decision-making information. The chaice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their constiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chalienge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Wa urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONS!
Tell the FCC to keep FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper
with Christian and reiigiou}; programmi'n’g!‘ '

4

The FCC is considering rule changes that could forca Chrlstran radrq stations tb ellher modlfy thesir
messages or be forced from the air. ’ :

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel

potentlal rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable pgsition. If anacted the proposals
could force Chi~tan radic programmers to either compromrse their messages by |ncludmg input from those
who don't share the sama values, or to run the risk of costly, Iong and potentially ruinous government '

inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force Iévrar.y radic stati‘drr to take
programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of'an area'’s pom.ﬂ-atioh. That’
means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take programming advice from people whose
values are at ndds with the Gospelt A well organized g_roup of atheists, abortionists of secular humanisis
could derrrand represenratioij - and pa’ve standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they yvére turned away.

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise on matters
of conscience, coula find his or her station’ s license ranewal tied up for, many years as the FCC considers
complaints and allegations over nothing more than the station's chosen broadcast messagel

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations repor, every three
months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects
the interests of a cross-section of local residents — even those who do not share Gospel vaiues.

RESULT: If enacted, such requirements will give Christian Radio’s opponents powerful new tools to harass
and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices. Armed with these reports, adversaries can file complaints with
the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospet principles; any Christian
Station that insists on only pure Gospel programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to
yield airtime to those with other messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of airtime to any
group that requests it - much like cable television systems make time available on “public access

channels.”
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response {o the Lacalism Netice of Proposed Rulemaking {the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viclate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouid_do 50 — and must not be adopted. - - -

[&}] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don' share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partacularly a religious broadcaster, must pres=nt. ‘

(2) The FGC must not turin every radio seation into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights 1o air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment furblds lmposmon of mestayge delivery <
mandates on any religion. i
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as whe produced what programs wouid lntrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC musi not establsh a twe-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be' -
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatery special rengwal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercnon of
religious broadcasters. Those wha stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renswal proceedings. -

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commisgsion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasfers, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b). by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuthacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge ‘he FCZC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

//Md/{i(,{”n_, ,:‘ ’1¢A, 1-/,4 ﬂ/

Date

VAL/E Aéduﬁtm
Address })?{{,W&f /C//j Sy :17

Phons

Signature

ﬂf—lfa‘t ’f/\/ ponss i

Name

Title (ifany)

Organization {if any}



FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STA TIONS!
Tel! the FCC to keep FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper
with Christian and religious programming!
The FCG is considering rule changes that could force Chiristian radio statio_né to either modify their

messages ar be forced from the air,

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel,
potential rule thanges could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If enacted, the proposals
could force Christian radic programmers to either compromise their messages by including input from those
who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of costly, iong and potentially ruinous government
inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that wouid force every radio station to take
programming advice from comrﬁuniiy: advisoi‘y boards broadly representative of an area's population. That
means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take programming advice from 'peOpIe whose
values are at odds with the Gospell A well ofganized group of atheists, abortionists or segular humanists
could demand representation - and have standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they ware furned away.

. RESULT: Any Christan Broadcaster who slands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise on matters
of consclence, couild find his or her station’ s licende refwial tied up for many years as the FCC consjders
coimplaints and allegations over nothing mora than the station’s chosen broadcast message!

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every three
months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects
the interests of a cross-section of local residents — even those who do not share Gospel values.

RESULT: If enacted, such requirements will give Christian Radio’s opponents powerful new toois to harass
and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices. Armed with these reports, adversaries can file complaints with
the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian
Station that insists on only pure Gospei programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to

yield airtime to those with other messages.
PROPOSAL: One preposzd variation would even force stations Yo grant a certain amount of aittime to any
group that requests it - much like cable television systems make time available on “public atcess

thannels.”
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Senator Richard Burr &
217 Russell Senate Office Building > 4 ‘mﬁ '
Washington, DC 20510 ‘
Dear Senator Burr: (ST

I am deeply concerned about the threat to the freedom of religious expression as proposed by the Localism Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (the NPRM) released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals
discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not
share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates.
Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their values could face increased harassment,
complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foltow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time,
Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals
to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected
editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal systemn in which certain licensees would be automatically
barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of ceratin
classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those
who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages that correspond to their beliefs could face expensive
and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters by substantially raising costs in two ways: (@} by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the
air and (b} by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

As your constituent, I strongly urge you to vote against the FCC’s adopting the above-mentioned rules, procedures
and policies.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM", released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC Men o 0

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foilow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chrstian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the“NPRM?”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Resperse to Localnsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 :

| submit the fellowing commerits in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
‘NPRM"}, released lan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals diseussed in the NPRM, if ehacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forcz radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valust. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mancates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their ‘
values cou'd face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly & religious broadcaster, must present.

(2). The FCL must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air iime.  Praposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
gonscientiowsly obje¢!s to the messwuge.. The First Amenarent forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates an any religion.

(3) . The FCC must not force revelation of specific ditorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constituticnally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselvies would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspend to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting miain studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtaile:d service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCZ not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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AV 1 5 2006
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking th ‘
MB Docket No. 04-233

FOC-TAA RO |
I submit the foltowing comments in rasponse to the Localism Natice of Prapssat Rutamakng-(tre——
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rutes, policies or procedures must not viotate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do sa — and must not be adopted.

{1 Thie FCC must riot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopte who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutiona!l mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dom't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
cansciences, rather than aliowing incompatible viewpoirits to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inciuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pubtic forum where anyone and everyone has
righits tG air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
propasals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouild intrude on
constitutionally-protected editarial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autamatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appiicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) any Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chalienge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mariet broadcasters, by substantially rafsing costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio focation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
putlic interest.

We urge t[i_g FCC not to adopt ruies, procedures or policies discussed above.
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The Secretary

Federal Communication Commission
445-12" St. SW

Washington DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

Dear Media Bureau Chief*

Please do not require radio stations to:

-- take programming advice from a community advisory board representative of
an area’s population. As long a there is not vile and offensive language being put forth
over the airwaves, let each radio station determine what to put over the airwaves. That’s
what makes it nice. There are plenty of radio stations for everyone to take their pick of
what to listen to.

-- report how much programming of various types they broadcast, who reports it
and how it reflects the interest of a cross-section of local residents

-- grant a certain amount of air time to any group who requests it — again there are
plenty of radio stations for people to listen to — everyone can get their opinion heard on
one of those. Radio stations can air their views as long as their language is not offensive
by its vileness

-- to relocate their main studio facilities

Please allow the stations to use technology to cover some air time. Paying staff 24/7 is
too expensive.

Thank you for your time!

Sincerely,

Patrick Langreck
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakimy {the "NPRM") released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC’s stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints,

The true welisprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting — increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs — something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to iook elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest whert it adopied rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the focation of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station’s community of license, the result would be that broadcasters — particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additionat and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations o give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity fiowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve ~ it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no ‘public interest’ in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfuily submitted,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response o the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
pecple who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposats would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than aflowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a refigious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editoriai decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposais to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain ficensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appiicants by the Commissioners themseives would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Rais_ing costs with these proposals wouid force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Bber »=3| ~
ey

Rv beel T, Q?rl k;y Ad&i#s 4 /'/'Jwét;f ‘ t /4‘5/'!/?

Name

L9255 2575

Phone

Title (if any)

Crg ans -n.j‘['m( lﬁﬁ,y)






Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

i submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rutemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vaiues. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chocsing to follow their own
consciences, rather than aflowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information., The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speciai renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewat proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures aor policies discussed above.
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{ submit the following commenits in response to the Localism Notice of Propesed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCG rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpceints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pubiic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themseives would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewai proceedings.

(5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (&) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

A

Date © 7

, g W7D (aats Soe o Friendilopo W T
///0/’/&/ £ MJ’ £/ Address {é /

Name (608) 339747
é?a/é(ﬂ;/m/' Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking APR 1 5 Z008
MB Docket No. 04-233
i Yail A

I s3ubmit the following comments In response to the Locallsim Notice of Proposed R@E’?ﬁaﬁn‘gﬁtﬁf
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, T

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaily religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own

consciences, rather than allewing incompatibie viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present,

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

" automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is confrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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“NPRM”"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decisicn-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would lntrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wouid be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed!

LG ROOM |

“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.. A

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
propesals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would dec so — and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio statiens, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vaiues. The NPRM's proposed advisory beard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values cculd face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of icense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message defivery

mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, ts not property dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs woulid intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wouid be
automaticaily barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amaunt to coercion of
redigious broaddasters, Those who stay true (o their consciences and present only the messages they
carrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruincus renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the "NPRM’), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choasing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a refigious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any refigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionaily-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smailler market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
{a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice e T
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouid do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatibie viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

+ {2} The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewat application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secuiar
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in itwo ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking FCC-MAY

i submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rujes, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reiigious broadcasters, to take advice from people
who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights
to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impoesition of message delivery
mandates on any refigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantiaily raising costs in two ways. (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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